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DETAILED ACTION 
Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

1 . The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

2. Claims 1, 3-14, 16-21, and 69 - 76 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over U.S. patent 6,819,664 to Jeong in view of U.S. patent 
6,751 ,652 to Thomas. 

With regard to claim 1, Jeong teaches a call handler 501 for translating a call 
request from a non-native protocol to a native protocol. See figure 5 (also front of 
patent) and note member 501 . See also col 4 lines 20+ (gateway modules 310) and 
also note the discussion of the call signal converting unit 407 (figure 4) used to convert 
ring signals (ie, call requests) between the circuit switched protocol with which they are 
associated (ie, native) to a non-native protocol (ie, the network protocol mentioned in 
line 46). Jeong does not, however, teach a call director which determines whether the 
call request is authorized. 

Thomas teaches the use of a proxy server which, in combination with a 
"clearinghouse service", determines if a call (set-up) request is authorized. See col 2 
lines 1-30. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to have provided Jeong with a means for authorizing the user of the telephony 
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system in Jeong, in light of the teachings of Thomas, in order to provide a secure 
system. 

With regard to the following claims (hereinafter referred to as "CI", note the 
following: CI 3: the call handler in Jeong would be launched if authorized; CI 4: Ethernet 
is mention in col 4 line 25; CI 5: TCP is mentioned in col 4 lines 45+; CI 6: IP address is 
mentioned in col 4 line 43; CI 7: H.323 is mentioned in col 6 line 15; CI 8: protocol 
stacks would be necessary to implement the invention; CI 9: The gateway modules 
discussed in col 4 lines 35+ are master/slave; C1 10: see the discussion of the rejection 
of claim 1 , and further note the use of a user device 605 interface in figure 6; C1 1 1 - 13: 
see the rejections above. 

Claim 14: call server: see the discussion of the operation of the proxy server 
above; proxy server: the proxy server in Thomas selects the gateway, as discussed in 
col 9 line 38; front end server: front end server: Thomas teaches that the proxy server 
receives a set-up request in col 2 lines 1 +, wherein it would be obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art to combine all three of the claimed servers into 1 , as taught in 
Thomas, in order to simplify and economize the construction; C1 16: the use of a 
database is implied in col 5 lines 15+ of Jeong (address tables); C1 17: see discussion of 
the call server above; C1 18: see the rejections above where the servers are discussed; 
C1 19: the non - native protocol is a subset of the native protocol; CI 20: see discussion 
of H.323 above; CI 21: a database would be obvious to implement the selection of a 
gateway as described in Thomas in col 5 lines 48+. 
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CI 69: see the rejection of claiml , and particularly the discussion of authorization 
and protocol conversion above; CI 70: see col 4, lines 40+ and col 8 lines 35+ of Jeong; 
and col 5 lines 23+ of Thomas; CI 71 : The examiner believes that sending an 
unauthorized message if someone is not authorized is obvious; CI 72: see the rejections 
above; CI 73: see col 8 lines 20+; CI 74: acknowledgement is taught in col 6 lines 10+, 
and it would be obvious to acknowledge the user device as well as the proxy; CI 75 - 
76: server monitoring services and disconnecting at a source/target device are well 
known in the art. 

3. Claim 2 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over U.S. 
patent 6,819,664 to Jeong in view of U.S. patent 6,751 ,652 to Thomas as applied above 
to claims 1, 3- 14, 16-21, and 69-76, and further in view of U.S. patent 6,282,275 to 
Gurbani et al. 

Jeong/Thomas teach the invention as described with respect to claim 1 , but do 
not teach the use of a call log. This is taught in Gurbani et al. It would be obvious to use 
a call log in Jeong/Thomas in light of Gurbani et al in order to keep track of the users. 

4. Claims 27 - 29 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
over U.S. patent 6,819,664 to Jeong in view of U.S. patent 6,360,366 to Heath et al. 

With regard to claim 27, Jeong teaches the invention as described above, but 
does not teach a call client downloadable to a user device. This is taught in Heath et al. 
It would be obvious to use a downloadable client in Jeong in light of the teachings of 
Heath in order to provide a system which is upgradeable. With regard to claims 28 - 29, 
see the rejections above. 
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5. Claims 15, 22 - 24, 26, 32 - 48, 54 - 67, and 68 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 
103(a) as being unpatentable over U.S. patent 6,819,664 to Jeong in view of U.S. 
patent 6,751 ,652 to Thomas as applied to claims 1 , 3 — 14, 16 — 21 , and 69 - 76 above, 
and further in view of U.S. patent 6,618,761 to Munger et al. 

With regard to claims 15 and 22, Jeong/Thomas teach the invention as described 
above, but do not teach the use of a load balancer to select the call server. This is 
taught in Munger. See the abstract. The use of a load balancer in Jeong/Thomas would 
be obvious in light of Munger in order to promote efficient network utilization. 

With regard to claims 22 - 24 and 26, see the rejections above. 

With regard to claim 32, note that the process of "selecting a call server" would 
be obvious in view of Munger et al in order to provide proper load balancing. 

With regard to claims 33 - 34, see the discussion of gateway selection in 
Thomas. 

With regard to claims 35 - 38, the use of a web server is taught in col 6 lines 50+ 
of Thomas. 

With regard to claims 39 - 44, each of these limitations is shown in figure 2 of 

Jeong. 

With regard to claims 45 - 48, Java is a well known language associated with the 
web, codecs are taught in Jeong, and a gui would be commonly associated with a Java 
system. 

With regard to claims 54 - 63, see the rejections above, especially with respect 
to the rejections made in view of Jeong/Thomas. 
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With regard to claims 64 - 67, see the discussion of gateway selection in 
Thomas. 

With respect to claim 68, PSTN is taught in Jeong. 

6. Claim 25 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over U.S. 
patent 6,819,664 to Jeong in view of U.S. patent 6,751,652 to Thomas and U.S. patent 
6,618,761 to Munger as applied to claims 15, 22 - 24, 26, 32 - 48, and 54 - 68, and 
further in view of U.S. patent 6,360,366 to Heath. 

Jeong/Thomas/Munger teach the invention as described above, but do not teach 
the use of a call log. This is taught in Heath et al. See the discussion above. The use of 
a call log in Jeong/Thomas/Munger would be obvious in light of Heath et al in order to 
provide a means to monitor the system. 

7. Claim 30 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over obvious 
over U.S. patent 6,819,664 to Jeong in view of U.S. patent 6,360,366 to Heath et al as 
applied to claim 29, and further in view of U.S. patent U.S. patent 6,618,761 to Munger. 

Jeong/Heath teach the invention as described above, but do not teach a load 
balancer. This is taught in Munger. The use of a load balancer in Jeong/Munger would 
be obvious to promote efficient network utilization. 

8. Claim 31 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over obvious 
over U.S. patent 6,819,664 to Jeong in view of U.S. patent 6,360,366 to Heath et al as 
applied to claim 27, and further in view of U.S. patent 6,751 ,652 to Thomas. 
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Jeong/Heath teach the invention as described above, but do not teach a proxy 
server. This is taught in Thomas. The use of a proxy server in Jeong/Heath would have 
been obvious in light of the teachings of Thomas in order to promote network security. 

9. Claims 49 - 53 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
U.S. patent 6,819,664 to Jeong in view of U.S. patent 6,751 ,652 to Thomas and U.S. 
patent 6,618,761 to Munger et al as applied to claims 15, 22 - 24, 26, 32 - 48, and 54 - 
68 above, and further in view of U.S. patent 6,282,275 to Gurbani et al. 

With regard to claim 49, Jeong/Thomas/Munger teach the invention as described 
above, but do not teach the use of a logger. This is taught in Gurbani et al as described 
above. It would be obvious to use a logger in Jeong/Thomas/Munger in light of Gurbani 
in order to provide security and a way to monitor the system. 

With regard to claim 50, see the display in box 410 of figure 4. 

With regard to claim 51, the active calls can be monitored. 

With regard to claim 52, see col 5 line 25 of Gurbani et al. 

With regard to claim 53, see col 2 line 60 of Gurbani et al (call launch). 

10. Claims 77 - 91 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
WO publication 00/76107 to Ress. 

With regard to claim 77, Ress teaches sending control signaling and converting it 
from a non-native to a native format through a packet network 106 where the 
conversion takes place, where the signaling data is an obvious form of call control data; 
and wherein the media is sent according to the native format. 
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CI 78: a call request is made; CI 79: the control data gets sent to the gateway in 
the native protocol after conversion; CI 80: voice data is used; CI 81: the gateway 
forwards the media to a target device; CI 82 - 84: see the use of an RTP address on 
page 16; CI 85: an IP address is mentioned on page 28 lines 20+; CI 86: see the 
discussion above, especially as it relates to signaling data being an obvious form of call 
control data, and note that media being sent in an non-native protocol is taught on page 
15, lines 15-25; note also the protocol conversion discussed in Ress in the abstract; 
with regard to claims 87 - 91 , see the rejections above. 

11. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Steven Blount whose telephone number is 571-272- 
3071 . The examiner can normally be reached on M-F 9:00 - 5:30. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Mr. Chau Nguyen, can be reached on 571-272-3126. The fax phone 
number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703- 
872-9306. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 

Ajit Pstsl 
Primary Examiner 
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